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WJUUMPIILlllUMinill 


Ci>ll«9«  Board  acoraa  t^id  to  datamlno  how  wall  USMAPS  graduataa  parfom  at  cha 
U.5,  Military  Acadamy  and  aa  Am^  offlcara.  Data  wara  obtainad  on  nwaJaara  of 
USMAPS  «laaaaa  aa  far  back  aa  tha  lata  1940^8  and  aa  currant  aa  tha  liSMA  Claaa 
of  197S.  Raaultt  indicatad  tha  followingt  (1)  USMAPS  attandanca  Invprovad 
Collasa  Board  acoraa i  (2)  at  USNA,  Prapatara  did  .  aaa  wall  in  academicn  but  at 
laaqt  aa  «m11  or  batter  than  non-’Prapatara  in  laadci.ahip  ratingat  (3)  Prapatara 
had  a  hlghar  cttrition  rata  than  non-Prapatara  at  USMAi  (4)  Tha  Adjutant 
Ganaral'a  input  had  a  hlghar  "auccaaa  rata"  than  tha  Activa  Army 'at  and  (5)  aa 
Army  offlcara,  Prapatara  and  non-Prapatara  parfonnad  aqually  on  thraa  parform- 
anca  Indlcaai  but  on  a  fourth,  ratantlon  on  activa  duty,  Prapatara  had  a  hlghar 
rata. 


NOTE:  Any  conclumm  in  <hi«  report  are  not  to  be  conilrued  vi  oAcial  U.  S. 
Military  Academy  or  Depatlmcnl  of  the  Army  potiliont  unleu  to  deiiinatad  by 
other  authorittd  document!. 
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Introduction 


Th«  U.S.  Military  Acaduiy  Preparatory  School  (USMAPS)  is  a  I'.S.  f.^tny  school  <«hlch  assists 
selected  swnbers  of  the  Ansed  Korcss  to  prepare  end  qualify,  academicallv,  physically, 
and  nilitarily  for  Skitrance  into  the  U.S.  Military  Academy  (US'iA) .  Individuala  who  com¬ 
plete  the  ten-month  course  of  instruction  at  USMAPS  automatically  receive  a  nomination  to 
the  Military  Academy.  They  then  compete  with  non-USNAPS  nominees  for  appointments  to 
USMA. 

In  mo^e  specific  terms,  the  mission ^  of  USMAPS  is  threefold i 

1.  To  provide  inst.'urlio.i  and  training  to  aaalst  in«Uvtd,ial8  to  qualify  In  academics 
and  physical  aptitude  for  entrance  into  USMA. 

2.  To  provide  instruction  and  training  which  wiil  assist  individuals  in  the  areas  of 
academics,  milxtary  apticuuc .  and  physical  aptitude  after  their  entrance  into  USMA. 

3.  To  eliminate  individuals  who  obviously  lack  twtivatiur,  academic  potential,  or 
military  aptitude  for  USMA. 

Recently,  the  DOD  Committee  on  Excellence  in  Education,  the  Commandant  of  USMAPS,  the 
General  Accounting  Office,  and  the  Director  of  Adnissiona  and  Registrar  at  USMA  have  ver¬ 
bally  expressed  concern  over  how  well  USMAPS  is  meeting  the  goals  of  fta  mission.  This 
concern  poscibly  has  occurred  because  of  the  cost  of  training  at  USMAPS — estimated  by  the 
General  Accouting  Office  to  be  $2C,000  per  man. 

In  general,  questions  have  centered  on  three  major  topics > 

1.  How  well  does  USMAPS  accomplish  its  academic  mission? 

2.  How  well  do  USMAPS  graduates  perform  at  USMA? 

3.  How  well  do  USMAPS  graduntao  perform  as  Army  officers? 

TIte  purposa  of  the  present  study  was  to  investigate  some  elements  of  the  above  three 
questions.  Rrsponsibillty  of  tlie  Office  of  the  Director  of  Institutional  Research  for 
coiiducting  research  concerning  USMAPS  is  ccntalned  in  USMA  Reg  350-18. 


Method 

TVo  approaches  >ere  used  to  answer  the  three  questions  raised  in  the  Introduction-  The 
first  consisted  of  a  literature  review  of  past  studies  that  Wavo  dealt  with  similar  is¬ 
sues.  The  second  was  based  on  new  dare  that  were  gathered  with  the  purpose  of  updating, 
expanding,  and  staking  more  defl^iitive  our  knowledge  about  USMAPS.  From  these  new  data, 
information  on  tha  question  concerning  how  well  USMAPS  accomplishes  its  academic  mission 
was  obtained  by  comparing  Collage  Entrance  Exeusination  Board  scorea  (SAT-verbal  and  SAT- 
math)  obtained  prior  to  the  beginning  of  training  at  USMAPS  with  those  obtained  at  a 
January  administration.  The  January  administration  came  after  the  first  term,  which  is 
specifically  designed  to  prepare  individuals  for  the  College  Board  tests.  It  should  be 
noted  that  Improvement  in  mathematics  and  English  is  the  mein  academic  goal  of  USMAPS. 

It  directly  follows  that  if  USMAPS  ir  meeting  this  goal,  then  liupiovcment  in  mathematics 
and  English  ths  result.  For  this  phase  of  the  study,  dropouts  and  graduates  of  the 
USMAPS  Class  of  1971  ware  used.  In  addition  to  examining  changes  In  mean  scorea  for  the 
vOtAl  class,  a  saparate  analysis  based  on  the  source  of  appointment  to  USMAPS  was  ttlau 
made,  ’Phis  analysis  was  made  on  individuals  already  on  active  duty  at  the  time  oi  appli¬ 
cation,  called  tha  Active  Army  or  AA  group,  and  on  Individuals  not  on  Active  Army  duty 
at  tha  time  of  application,  called  The  Adjutant  General  o)*  TAG  group.  USMAPS  retention 
data  ware  also  obtained  and  analysed  cepatately  for  these  two  groups. 


^USMfPS  Catalogue,  CA  Pam  351-J. 


To  determine  if  the  USHAPS  proqram  wee  beneficial  to  all  ability  level  9roupBi  quintiles 
baaed  on  pre-USMAPS  College  Board  scores  for  the  USMAPS  Class  of  1971  were  formed,  and 
each  quintile  was  tested  for  differences  In  the  prior  and  January  administration  of  the 
College  Boards. 


Information  pertaining  to  the  performance  of  USHAPS  graduates  at  USNA  was  obtained  by 
comparing  them  with  non-USMAPS  graduates  on  four  USNA  performance  variables.  The  first 
three  comparisons  were  made  on  cumulative  General  Grade  Point  Average  (GGPA) ,  cumulative 
Academic  Average,  and  current  Leadership  Evaluation  Score  (LE8) ,  while  controlling  for, 
respectively.  Whole  Man  Score,  CEER  of  record,  and  Leadership  Potential  Score.  Academic 
Average  and  GGPA  were  gathered  as  of  the  Sunsver  of  1974  and  reflect  three  full  years  of 
performance  at  liSMA.  LES  was  the  3nd  Class  year-end  leadership  rating.  The  subjects  for 
this  phase  of  the  study  were  those  still  enrolled  from  the  USNA  Class  of  *74.  The  AA  and 
TAG  breakouts  wore  also  used.  The  fourth  performance  variable,  retention  as  of  the  Sumner 
of  1974  was  investigated  while  employing  the  same  control  variables  as  mentioned  above. 


Concerning  perfotMtance  as  Army  officers,  USMAPS  and  non-USMAPS  graduates  from  the  USNA 
Classes  of  1961,  62,  63,  64  and  6S  were  compared  on  three  performance  indices  obtained 
from  the  Office  of  Personnel  Operations  (OPO) ,  Department  of  the  Army.  The  indices  were 
complied  as  of  January  1972  and  werei 


1.  Six  Year  Order  of  Merit  List  Rankings  (6-Year  ONLR's).  These  rankings  were  baaed 
on  cumulations  obtained  for  active  duty  officers  up  to  their  sixth  year  of  service  and  on 
reslgnees  up  to  departure  but  not  exceeding  their  sixth  year  of  service.  The  rankings 
were  based  on  efficiency  reports  and  were  prepared  separately  by  each  branch.  The  offi¬ 
cers  were  then  placed  In  upper,  middle  and  lower  thirds  within  branches.  All  ONLR's 
contained  USNA  graduates  only,  and  no  comparisons  with  other  sources  of  connlssioning 
were  made. 


Current  Order  of  Merit  List  Rankings  (Current  OMLR'a) .  These  rankings  were  based 
on  military  and  civilian  education,  combat  experience,  awards  and  decorations,  command 
1  and  staff  experience,  and  manner  of  performance  and  potential  as  reflected  on  all  effi¬ 
ciency  reports.  Approximately  74%  of  the  scoring  value  was  placed  on  the  command,  staff, 
manner  of  performance,  and  potential  categories.  These  rankings  were  prei>ared  separately 
by  branch,  and  the  officers  were  placed  in  the  upper,  middle,  or  lower  third  within 
branches.  Only  active  duty  officers  as  of  January  1972,  and  who  were  USNA  graduates, 
were  included. 


3,  Promotions .  This  variable  was  scored  by  assigning  a  value  of  3  to  all  officers 
who  received  an  e ^rly  promotion,  a  1  to  all  whose  promotions  had  been  delayed,  and  a  2 
for  all  others. 


Information  on  a  fourth  officer  performance  criterion,  retention  on  active  duty  for 
USHAPS  and  non-USMAPS  graduates,  was  obtained  for  members  of  the  USMA  Classes  of  1951 
through  1966. 

Concerning  the  N'a  for  the  performance  groups  at  USMAPS,  USMA,  and  in  the  Army,  it  was 
not  always  oo'islble  to  utilize  the  official  full  strength  N's.  This  was  so  because  mul¬ 
tiple  computer  files  were  used  to  collate  the  data,  and  some  individuals  did  not  have  the 
same  identification  numbers  on  each  file.  The  non-matches  were  discarded.  However, 
several  checks  with  other  data  showed  the  non-matches  to  be  randomly  distributed. 


Results 


The  flnd'ingc  from  the  literature  review  and  those  basod  on  new  data  that  were  obtained 
specifically  for  the  present  study  will  be  presented  in  throe  sections,  each  of  which 
will  cover  one  of  tho  three  questions  raised  in  the  Introduction. 

1.  How  well  does  USMAPS  accomplish  its  academic  mission?  Results  of  comparing  the 
change  in  the  College  Board  scores  for  the  USMAPS  Class  of  1971  are  shown  in  Tables  1,  2, 
)  and  3.  Table  1  indicates  that  for  USMAPS  graduates,  the  Total  group  and  both  the  TAG  and 
•  AA  groups  all  Increased  their  SAT-V  and  SAT-N  scores  by  a  statistically  significant 


aaount,  Indlcatlnq  that  tha  Incraaaaa  wara  not  chanca  occurrancaa.  If  USN\PS  had  no  af> 
fact  on  tha  Collaqa  Boarda,  than  tha  acoraa  would  hava  baan  am  likaly  to  dacraaaa  aa  to 
tncraasa.  For  tha  Total,  TAG  and  AA  qroupa  tha  BMan  Incraataa  ranqad  fram  22  to  73 
points,  and  tha  SAT-N  scoraa  Incraaaad  aora  than  tha  SAT-V  acoraa. 

Tabla  2  shows  tha  aasM  coaiparlsons  for  individuals  who  wars  aianbars  of  tha  USMAPS  Class 
of  1971  but  who  failad  to  qraduata.  As  was  found  for  tha  qraduatas,  tha  Total  and  AA 
qroups  bo'h  showad  statistically  siqniflcant  Incraaaaa  in  thair  SAT-V  and  SAT-M  scoras, 
with  graatar  incraasa  in  SAT-H.  Howavar,  unlika  tha  graduatas,  tha  scoras  fo"  dropouts 
in  tha  TAG  group  did  not  incraasa  significantly. 

In  ccaparing  tha  changa  in  Collaga  Board  scoras  for  qulntilas,  Tabla  3  shows  that  aach 
qulntila  significantly  incraaaad  its  SAT-H  scora  fro*  tha  prior  to  January  tast  adninis- 
trations.  For  SAT-V  tha  top  and  second  quintiles  did  not  Incraasa  thair  scoras  to  a 
statistically  significant  dagraa,  but  tha  other  three  quintiles  did. 

Other  atudiaa  dealing  with  changes  in  Collaga  Board  scoras  hava  resulted  in  findings 
slstllar  to  those  described  above.  For  sMsibars  of  tha  USMAPS  Class  of  1968,  the  average 
incraasa  in  both  tha  SAT-N  and  SAT-V  scoras  for  those  who  had  taken  both  tha  prior  and 
January  examinations  was  about  50  points  (Duggins,  1968) .  In  a  similar  study  (USMAPS 
Annual  Report,  1973)  dealing  with  the  USMAPS  Classes  of  1971,  1972,  and  1973,  large  in- 
craasaa  ware  also  found  between  the  prior  and  January  tastings.  For  SAT-V,  tha  Increases 
for  tha  Clasuas  of  1971,  72, fi  73  ware,  respectively,  26,  44  and  39.  For  SAT-N  the  in¬ 
craaaaa  ware  51,  45,  and  59.  In  an  earlier  study,  Narron  (1965)  investigated  the  change 
in  College  Board  scores  for  individuals  enrolled  at  ten  well-known  preparatory  schools, 
including  USMAPS.  Ha  also  found  large  differences  between  the  pra  and  post  training 
scores. 

No  prior  studies  ware  found  that  dealt  with  Collaga  Board  chakiges  for  dropouts,  nor  did 
any  divide  tha  gradua:e  group  into  quintiles  that  ware  based  upon  the  prior  SAT  scores  as 
did  the  present  study. 

2.  How  wall  do  USMAPS  graduatas  perform  at  USNA?  Comparison  of  USMAPS  and  non- 
USNAPS  graduates  on  performance  at  USNA  is  shown  in  Tables  4,  5,  6,  and  7.  Table  4 
indicates  that  for  all  CEER  scora  ranges  except  200-500,  USMAPS  graduates  performed 
below  thair  non-USHAPS  counterparts  on  cumulative  Acsdumic  Average.  For  the  2U0-500  CEER 
scora  range,  there  was  no  significant  difference  in  academic  performance.  Tabla  5  shows 
similar  findings  for  cumulative  General  Grade  Point  Average.  ..a-jla  6  points  out  that 
th(i  two  groups  did  not  differ  statistically  on  thair  leadership  scores.  Retention 
figures  for  USMAPS  and  non-USNAPS  graduatas  are  listed  in  Table  7.  Overall,  53  percent 
of  tha  Prep  group  were  still  enrolled,  compared  to  66%  for  tha  non-Prep  group,  which  is 
a  statistically  significant  difference.  Individuals  with  CEER  scoras  (between  200-500 
and  NMS  between  2000-5500  appear  to  be  particularly  vulnerable  to  leaving  USNA. 

Tabla  8  compares  Individuals  who  were  TAG  or  AA  appointees  to  USMAPS  and  later  came  to 
the  Military  Academy.  Results  of  the  t  tests  indlcrte  that  there  were  no  significant 
differences  in  performance  for  tha  TAG  and  AA  groups  on  tha  major  USMA  performance 
indices . 

Tabla  9  presents  retention  data  for  tha  AA  and  TAG  subgroups.  Analyses  of  success  rates 
showad  that  for  aach  of  tha  four  classes,  there  ware  statistically  significant  differ¬ 
ences  between  the  two  groups  at  the  .001  level,  with  TAG'S  having  a  much  higher  retention 
or  success  rate. 

Tabla  10  lists  tha  reasons  why  USMAPS  and  non-USHAPS  graduates  left  tha  Military  Academy. 
By  far  tha  most  frequently  given  reason  for  both  groups  ws  "resigned  for  motivational 
causes,"  with  63  percent  of  CSMAPS  losses  and  76  percent  of  non-USMAPS  losses  listing 
this  reason.  The  small  N's  for  tha  other  categories  makes  comparisons  difficult,  but 
thara  does  not  appear  to  be  any  outstanding  differences  l)etvean  the  two  groups  for  each 
reason  listed. 

Several  previous  studies  also  have  dealt  with  the  performance  of  USMAPS  graduates  at  the 
Military  Academy.  The  findings  of  these  studies  and  the  present  one  concerning  Academic 
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Av«ra««  era  ■lalUr»  with  nou-USNAPS  qra<lu«t*«  acorlng  hlghar.  For  •xanpl*,  Norgovaky 
(1971)  uatng  Mat>ara  of  tha  Claanaa  of  1971-1974,  Nlaa  (196B)  daaling  with  tha  Claaaaa 
of  1970-71,  and  Howland  (1966)  atudylng  tha  Claaa  of  1970,  all  ooncludad  that  U8NM>S 
graduataa  hava  lowar  acadaaiic  avaragaa  than  non-USNAPS  graduataa.  Slnca  thara  ia  ao«a 
ovarlap  in  claaaaa  for  thaaa  atudlaa,  it  aiuat  ba  raallaad  that  thay  ara  not  ooatplataly 
indapandont  of  cna  another.  Mlaa  alao  found  tlwit  Collaga  Board  acoraa  ovarpradlct  aca- 
daaic  parforwanca  of  USMAPS  graduataa  at  USNA.  In  addition,  a  abaaoranduM  froai  Howland 
(1967)  indicatad  that  for  tAa  Claaaaa  of  1963-1970,  USHAPS  graduataa  atood  aoaiawhat 
lo%iar  (parfonaad  aora  poorly)  in  Ganaral  Order  of  Harit.  Niaa  (1968)  alao  caiM  to  tha 
saaa  concluaion  al>out  Qanaral  Grade  hoint  Average. 

Such  agraaawnt  between  tha  praaant  and  paat  atudlaa  waa  not  tha  caaa  whan  laadarahip 
ability  ratinga  vara  uaad  aa  tha  coaipariaon  variable.  Morgovaky  (1971),  Hiaa  (1968),  and 
Howland  (1968)  all  found  that  USMAPS  graduataa  parfom  batter  than  other  cadata  on  and-of- 
Fourth  Claaa  Year  ASH.  Nadagar  and  Houaton  (1973)  invaatigatad  tha  cowbinad  Claaaaa  of 
1961-1973  and  concluded  that  USHAPS  graduates  xlx'i  higher  (perform  batter)  than  non-Prap 
cadata  in  tarm-and  First  Claaa  Year  ASH  Order  of  Merit.  Hownvar,  thay  did  note  that  for 
individual  claaaaa  thara  ware  mixed  results,  with  some  claaaaa  having  USMAPS  graduataa 
Bcora  higher,  others  having  them  score  lownr,  and  in  still  others,  there  ware  no  signifi¬ 
cant  diffarancaa  between  tha  t.vo  groups. 

Concerning  retention,  a  paat  afidy  by  Mira  (1968)  resulted  in  similar  findings  to  the 
present  study.  Investigating  tha  Claasrs  of  1970-71,  he  found  that  for  TAG'a  four  out 
of  five  entered  USMA,  while  for  AA'a  four  out  of  five  failed  to  enter  USMA.  Once  at 
USMA,  tag's  had  a  lower  attrition  rate  than  tha  AA'a.  A  study  by  Madsger  and  Houston 
(1973)  provides  trund  information  about  attrition  of  USMAPS  tnd  non-USMAPS  graduates 
froat  USNA(Table  11) .  From  their  data,  it  ia  obvious  that  for  many  yeara  USMAPS  graduates 
have  had  a  higher  attrition  rate  at  USMA  than  non-USMAPS  cadets. 

3.  How  well  do  USMAPS  graduates  perform  aa  Army  officers?  Data  answering  this  guea- 
tion  are  given  in  Table  12,  which  shows  that  there  ware  no  significant  differences 
between  USMAPS  and  non-uSMAPS  graduataa  on  any  of  the  three  criteria.  In  fact,  the 
groups  aeem  to  be  so  well  matched  that  on  8  of  tha  15  comparisons  USMAPS  grads  scored 
numerically  but  not  significantly  higher,  and  on  the  remaining  7,  non-USNAPS  grads  ware 
nonsign if leant ly  higher. 

Concerning  the  fourth  officer  performance  criterion,  retention  on  active  duty,  data  from 
former  studies  were  relied  upon.  Table  13  shows  the  resignation  rates  of  Prep  and  non- 
Prep  graduataa  from  the  USMA  Classes  of  1951-64  (De  Luca,  1973) .  Except  for  the  first 
two  claasas.  Prep  graduates  from  all  other  classes  resigned  at  a  lower  rate.  The  total 
resignation  rates,  19.8%  for  Prepstera  and  27.7%  for  non-Prepatera ,  are  statistically 
algnlf leant  different  beyond  the  .001  level. 

A  study  by  Levy  (1973)  involved  separation  from  active  duty  of  mambara  of  the  USMA 
Classaa  cf  1954-68.  However,  hia  criterion  for  inclusion  in  tha  sample  was  not  limited 
to  those  coamlssioned  in  the  Ara<y .  Instead,  he  used  graduates  conmisaloned  in  the  Army 
aa  wall  as  other  services.  Levy  alao  considered  graduates  who  were  deceased  while  on 
active  duty  or  retired  prior  to  20  years  service  for  medical  reasons  to  be  considered  on 
active  duty  through  normal  retirement  age.  Graduates  who  resigned  or  were  otherwise  di"- 
charged  without  retirement  Imnefita  were  considered  aa  separations.  Results  of  hia 
study  are  in  Table  14.  Ha  found  that  29.7%  of  the  non-Prap  USMA  graduates  were  separated 
prior  to  retirement,  and  that  19.5%  of  the  Prep  School  USNA  graduates  departed  prior  to 
retirement.  Levy's  conclusion  was  that  Prepstera  who  graduate  from  Neat  Point  are  ap¬ 
parently  more  highly  motivated  towards  a  military  career  and  voluntarily  remain  on  active 
duty  longer  than  their  non  Prep  School  classmates. 

Discussion 

The  purposes  of  this  study  were  to  investigate  the  change  in  Ciollege  Board  scores  aa  a 
result  of  attendance  at-  USMAPS,  and  to  determine  how  well  USMAPS  graduates  perform  at  USMA 
and  as  Army  officers,  concerning  the  change  in  College  Board  scores,  there  can  be  little 
doubt  that  USMAPS'  training  and  education  appreciably  increase  scores  for  the  typical 
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graduate.  There  is  also  aow  evidence  to  indicate  that  even  thuae  who  failed  to  gradu¬ 
ate  team  DSNAPS  Increased  their  College  Board  ecorea  (Table  2) .  This  latter  finding 
provides  partial  support  to  the  belief  that  the  Increase  in  total  class  score  Is  not  be¬ 
cause  those  who  could  not  profit  dropped  out.  However •  whether  or  not  those  Individuals 
who  failed  to  graduate  and  dropped  out  before  the  January  College  Board  testing  session 
would  have  In.'  eased  their  scores  Is  not  known.  For  the  Boat  par.:,  the  Increas.'  in 
USMAPS  graduates'  scores  took  place  across  the  range  of  ability  groups  that  enter  nsMAPS 
(Table  3) .  While  aoMe  regression  to  the  loan  occurred,  the  finding  that  it  was  not  more 
prevalent  la  reSMrkable  and  speakr  well  for  USNAPS.  The  t’SNAPS  prograai,  therefore,  sees', 
to  oe  successful  in  one  of  its  SMln  academic  goals.  By  so  doing,  it  widens  the  candidate 
pool  and  allows  sMny  individuals  who  previously  could  not  qualify  for  admission  to  the 
Military  Academy  to  receive  appointments.  USNAPS  can  thus  serve  as  an  avenue  of  upward 
mobility  to  many  types  of  indlvidualat  for  example,  individuals  with  poor  academic  back¬ 
grounds  because  of  poor  school  or  hosw  envlronawnts,  or  individuals  who  were  not  moti¬ 
vated  to  do  well  in  high  school  but  becasM  atotivated  during  the'r  tenure  as  enlisted  men. 

It  should  be  noted  that  several  well -controlled  studies  to  determine  the  effects  of 
coaching  on  the  SAT's  indicated  that  average  increases  of  less  than  10  points  occurred 
(Anastas! ,  1968).  The  Trustees  of  the  College  Board,  reviewing  these  studies,  stated 
that  it  is  not  reasonable  to  believe  that  admissions  decisions  can  be  influenced  by  such 
SB»all  changes  in  scores  (College  Entrance  Examination  Board,  196S,  pp.  8-9) .  The  find¬ 
ings  of  the  present  study  sho«red  much  larger  average  Increases  and  indicates  that  USNAPS 
is  able  to  accomplish  something  that  other  coaching  programs  do  not.  However,  whether  or 
not  the  other  coaching  prograsis  were  equivalent  to  USNAPS*  is  not  known  by  the  informa¬ 
tion  available  for  the  present  study. 

In  regard  to  the  performance  of  USNAPS  graduates  at  the  Military  Academy,  Prepsters  do 
not  perform  as  well  as  non-Prepsters  in  academics  and,  since  General  Grade  Point  Average 
is  heavily  weighted  with  academics,  they  do  not  perform  as  well  in  it  either.  This  is  a 
fairly  well  established  but  perhaps  not  a  very  important  finding  because  of  three  rea¬ 
sons.  First,  the  mean  scores  for  Prepsters  in  academics  is  certainly  far  above  failing. 
Second,  few  Prepsters  are  separated  because  of  inability  in  academics,  the  majority  (78%) 
being  voluntary  resignees.  Third,  there  is  not  a  strong  relationship  between  academic 
performance  at  USNA  and  later  officer  performance  (Baler,  1948;  Butler,  1974;  Gaylord  & 
Russell,  19S1;  Haggerty  &  Stubbs,  1962;  King  et  al.,  1952).  In  leadership  (LES) ,  the  per¬ 
formance  i-idex  that  is  most  closely  related  to  officer  perfc*inance  (see  studies  cited  in 
last  sentence),  the  Prepsters  did  as  well  as  the  non-Prepsters  in  the  present  study.  In 
past  studies,  Prepsters  even  did  better  (Norgovsky,  1971;  Wise,  1968;  Howland,  1968) .  It 
thus  appears  that  looking  at  the  composite  of  academics.  General  Grade  Point  Average,  and 
leadership  that  Prepsters  and  non-Prepaters  who  remain  at  USNA  are  adequately  prepared  in 
these  areas. 

In  spite  of  the  above  diecussion,  there  does  appear  to  be  one  performance  index  in  which 
USNAPS  cadots  are  weak;  namely,  attrition  from  USNA.  This  is  a  crucial  statistic  and 
one  of  the  more  important  performance  indices  at  USNA.  Data  from  the  last  twenty  years 
indicates  that  USNAPS  graduates  have  a  higher  attrition  rate  than  non-USNAPS  graduates. 
This  problem  for  prepsters  is  compounded  when  one  looks  at  their  "Success  Rate"  ir.  Table 
9.  Table  9  shows  that  the  main  contributor  to  the  low  success  rate  has  been  those  who 
entered  USNAPS  under  the  Active  Army  category.  Whether  this  difficulty  can  be  overcome 
by  changing  the  quota  system,  better  screening  devices,  different  motivational  programs, 
or  whatever,  remains  to  bo  seen.'  One  change  that  might  quickly  improve  the  retention 
rate  would  be  to  allow  entrance  to  fewer  individuals  with  CBER  scores  of  200-500  and 
WNS'a  of  2000-5500. 

Concerning  officer  performance,  Prepsters  and  non-Prepsters  did  not  differ  on  Six  Year 
Order  of  Merit  List  Rankings,  Current  Order  of  Merit  List  Rankings,  or  Promotions.  They 
did  differ  on  retention  on  active  duty,  with  Prepsters  having  a  significantly  higher 
rate.  These  findings  somewhat  balance  off  those  dealing  with  USNA  performance.  For  ex- 
axple,  the  Prepsters'  attrition  rate  at  USNA  is  higher,  but  for  officers  the  resignation 


^The  Office  of  the  Director  of  Institutional  Research  is  currently  conducting  a  study  to 
Investigate  how  this  and  related  problems  can  be  overcome. 
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r«t«  it  lower.  Thia  raisaa  the  quaation  aa  to  the  Interaction  between  USMa  and  officer 
retention.  It  atay  be  that  action  taken  to  reduce  attrition  at  u&hA  will  Increaae  realg- 
natlon  In  the  Anay.  la  It  worth  It  to  have  a  higher  officer  retention  rate  for  Prepatera 
than  non-Prepatera  If  the  Prepeter  USNA  rate  la  lower?  The  anawer  to  thic  la  Multifac¬ 
eted  and  beyond  the  acci:e  of  the  preaent  atudy. 


Cone lua Ion 

In  anawer  to  the  three  queatlona  Hated  In  the  Introduction*  the  following  conclualona 

are  aadei 

1.  USMAPS  la  effective  In  accoapllahlng  Ita  academic  goal  of  Increaalng  Ita  gradu- 
atea'  performance  on  verbal  (SAT-V)  and  math  (aAT-N)  teata. 

2.  At  USNA*  Prepatera  do  leaa  well  than  non-Prepatera  In  academical  but  on  the 
average*  Prepatera  perform  adequately. 

3.  For  the  USMA  Claae  or  1975*  Prepatera  and  non-Prepatera  do  not  differ  on  leader- 
ahlp  ability  {UBS) .  For  aeveral  earlier  claaaea*  Prepatera  did  better  on  leaderehip 
retinae. 

4.  Prepatera  have  a  higher  attrition  rate  than  non-Prepatera  at  USNA. 

5.  TAG* a  have  a  higher  aucceaa  rate  than  AA'a. 

6.  Aa  officera  perform  aa  well  aa  non->)SHAPS  graduatea  on  Six  Year 

Order  of  Hexit  Uct  Ranklnge*  Current  Order  of  Merit  List  Rankinga*  and  Promotions.  How¬ 
ever*  USNAPS  graduatea  have  a  higher  retention  rate  on  active  duty. 
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cwow 


COLUCl  ■QMID  SCOWS 


TAB 

OONPARISON  OF  FIU< 
COLLEGE  BOARD  SCORES 


GROW 


PRIOR 

SAT-V 


TOTAL* 


X 

SD 

N 

r 

t 

i 


518 

105 

35 

.84 

2.82 

<.005 


TAG* 


X 

SD 

N 

r 

t 

E 


567 

105 

10 

.77 

0.44 

>.05 


AA* 


X 

SD 

N 

r 

t 

£ 


499 

98 

25 

.87 

3.32 

<.005 


Thtt  t  t«sts  mre  one-t«il*d  for 


2 


data 


TABU  3 


CONPABlSOli  or  riUOR  AND  JAMUAKV  COLLBGB  BOARD  SCOBBS  OF 
USNAPS  GBAOUATBS  ORDKIOO  BY  DUIMTIUES  RASED  ON  PRIOB  COLLEGE  BOARD  SCORES 


INTILE 


COLLEGE  BOARD  SCORES 


FRIOR 

SAT-V 

JANUARY 

SAT-V 

PRIOR 

SAT-N 

JANUARY 

SAT-M 

TOR  Fimii 

X 

603 

608 

637 

670 

SD 

66 

81 

46 

59 

N 

30 

30 

r 

.82 

.60 

t 

0.S8 

3.68 

i 

>.05 

<.0005 

SECOND! 

X 

524 

536 

572 

618 

SD 

49 

55 

39 

49 

N 

30 

30 

r 

.39 

.60 

t 

1.12 

6.16 

£ 

>.05 

<.0005 

X 

482 

521 

547 

613 

SD 

41 

62 

42 

62 

N 

30 

30 

r 

.55 

.44 

t 

4.01 

6.16 

£ 

<.0005 

<.0005 

FOURTNi 

X 

459 

492 

514 

578 

SD 

37 

78 

41 

53 

N 

30 

30 

r 

.52 

.29 

t 

2.66 

4.54 

i 

<.01 

<.0005 

BOTTON  FinMi 

X 

400 

455 

469 

524 

SD 

58 

72 

45 

72 

M 

30 

30 

r 

.31 

.05 

t 

3.84 

3.57 

e 

<.0005 

<.001 

NOIBs  Th«  t  tests  vers  one'-tslled  for  correlsted  dste 


TABLE  4 


COMPARISON  OP  USMAPS  GRADUATES  WITH  ALL  OTHER 
CADETS  ON  CUMULATIVE  ACADEMIC  PERFORMANCE  AT  USNA 


CEBR  RANGE 

USMAPS 

CUmiLATIVE  ACADEMIC 

AVERAGE 

NON-USMAPS 

200-500: 

X 

2.270 

2.292 

SO 

0.036 

0.072 

N 

7 

45 

t 

-.778 

£ 

>.05 

501-600 1 

X 

2.345 

2.401 

so 

0.101 

0.108 

N 

46 

409 

t 

-..414 

£ 

<.001 

601-eOO: 

X 

2.445 

2.559 

so 

0.104 

0.120 

N 

21 

333 

t 

-4.243 

£ 

<.001 

200-800 t 

X 

2.366 

2.462 

SO 

0.111 

0.141 

N 

76 

787 

t 

-5. 768 

£ 

<.001 

NOTES  'The  t  tests  were  two-tailed  for  uncorrelated  data. 
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OQMtMatQM  or  OMMM  QMDUMni  NXIM  MJU  OtlttR  CADBTS 
ON  CUHUIATXVB  OMKHM.  QMDB  rOlMT  kWtHm  M  UtNA 


_ mm  m  m>m  ntm _ 

cawi^TivE  qiwwM.  mm  roiwr  hmvm 

t»NMP8  MaN-U8NI»8 

aooo-ssooi 

X 

2.360 

2.373 

80 

0.108 

0.104 

N 

13 

87 

t 

-.386 

i 

>.05 

SS01>€000i 

X 

2.371 

2.435 

8D 

0.100 

0.108 

M 

48 

408 

t 

-3.810 

i 

t.OOl 

6001-8000 • 

X 

2.^;45 

2.553 

80 

0.065 

0.131 

M 

14 

281 

t 

-3.305 

£ 

<.001 

2000-80001 

X 

2.383 

2.470 

80 

0.088 

0.130 

N 

76 

787 

t 

-5.676 

£ 

<.001 

MOTE  I  Th«  t  t«ata  w*t«  two-t«ll«4  tor  uneomlotoO  dot* 


COMPAMSON  OF  USHAP8  GRADUATES  WXm  ALL  OTHER 
CADETS  OH  LEAISRSHZP  EVALUATION  SCORE  AT  USNA 


LEADERSHIP  EVALUATION  SCORE 

LEADERSHIP  POTOiTIAL  SCORE  RANGE _ USKAPi; _ N0N»U8NAP8 


200-550 t 


551-650 I 


651-8001 


X 

SO 

N 

t 

i 


2.544 

0.160 

16 


1.147 

>.05 


2.498 

0.150 

141 


X 

SD 

N 

t 

i 


2.484 

0.173 

41 


-1.636 

>.05 


2.525 

0.151 

429 


X  2.518 

SD  0.156 

N  19 


2.566 

0.153 

217 


t  -1.304 

£  >.05 


200-800 > 


X 

SD 

N 

t 

£ 


2.505 

0.166 

76 


-1.458 

>.05 


2.532 

0.153 

787 


NOTE:  The  t  teats  were  two-tailed  for  uncorrelated  date. 
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rarfBMTKM  AT  U8NA  FOR 
USMKPS  MID  MON-USMAPS  CMUMATCS 
{USMA  CLASS  OF  1975) 


ADMISSION 

VAAXAAUB 

N  BMTERBD 

■.HaWftPfi, 

M  BNHOLLBO 

%  ENROLLED 

NON-USMAPS 

N  ENTERED  N  ENROLLED 

%  ENROLLED 

CKBR  Range 

200-500 

23 

7 

30%* 

86 

45 

52% 

501-600 

91 

48 

53%* 

631 

409 

65% 

601-800 

30 

21 

70% 

48<* 

333 

69% 

MHS  Range 

2000-5500 

33 

13 

39%* 

171 

97 

57% 

5501-6000 

86 

49 

57% 

631 

409 

65% 

6001-8000 

25 

14 

56% 

399 

281 

70% 

LPS  Range 

i 

200-550 

31 

16 

52% 

216 

141 

65% 

551-650 

78 

41 

52%** 

649 

429 

66% 

651-800 

3S 

19 

54% 

336 

217 

64% 

TOTAL* 

144 

76 

53%*** 

1201 

787 

66% 

*Uiln9  #  OM-talXvd  t  t«st,  th«  difference  between  USNAPS  and  Non-USMAPS  «'b  enrolled 
le  etatiatically  tilgnlflcant  at  the  .05  level  (p<.0S). 

**P  <.01 

***p  <.005 
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TItBUC  8 


0QMPA»80N  or  TAG  AA  APrOZMTiCKS  TO 
ttSNMPS  ON  USMk  VBSFOMIMICB  ZMDZCB8 


CUtmtATZVB  ACMatMZC  AVBHACE 


mTZSTZCS 

TAG 

X 

2.358 

2.406 

so 

0.103 

0.146 

M 

64 

12 

t 

-1.358 

£ 

>.05 

X 

SO 

N 

t 

i 

CUNUXATZVE 

TAG 

2.375 

0.092 

64 

GBNERAX.  G8A1»  POINT  AVERAGE 

lA 

2.424 

0.130 

12 

-1.553 

>.05 

UMOBRSHZP  EVALUATZOtl  8C0ftB 

TAG 

AA 

X 

2.494 

2.566 

SD 

0.156 

0.212 

N 

64 

12 

t 

-1.360 

£ 

>  .05 

NOTSi  Ttt*  t  t«8ta  %rar«  two-tall«4  for  uncorralatad  data 
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TABLE  11 

ATTRITION  OF  USNAP8  AND  NON>USHAPS  CADETS  AT  USNA 


USNA 
CLASS  YR 

«  USNAPS 
ENTERING^ 

USKX 

•  USNAPS 
GRADUATING** 
USNA 

USNAPS 

GRADS 
%  LOSS 

NON-USNAPS 
GRADS 
%  LOSS 

51 

159 

116 

27.0 

21.3 

52 

146 

104 

28.8 

22.2 

S3 

142 

89 

37.3 

27.7 

54 

130 

88 

32.3 

18.3 

55 

134 

75 

44.0 

23.3 

56 

197 

113 

42.6 

22.4 

57 

109 

57 

47.7 

21.3 

58 

103 

58 

43.7 

20.6 

59 

69 

39 

43.5 

25.1 

60 

84 

52 

38.1 

26.9 

61 

91 

41 

55.0 

34.8 

62 

92 

49 

46.7 

37.1 

63 

76 

46 

39.5 

30.8 

64 

91 

49 

46.2 

27.4 

65 

71 

49 

31.0 

32.2 

66 

73 

46 

37.0 

27.4 

67 

61 

34 

44.3 

28.0 

68 

48 

29 

39.6 

28.2 

69 

62 

34 

45.2 

28.8 

70 

96 

65 

32.3 

25.7 

71 

117 

63 

46.2 

28.9 

72 

121 

61 

49.6 

31.6 

73 

130 

68 

47.7 

33.0 

total  USNA 
CL  51-73 

2402 

1425 

40.7% 

26.7% 

•Turnbacks  counted  only  in  antarinq  strength  of  oriqinal  USNA  Class. 
••Graduating  turnbacks  counted  uith  their  graduating  class. 
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TAbLB  13 


CONPARISON  OF  USNAPS  AND  NON-USNAPS  GRADUATES 
BY  BRANCH  ON  THREE  OFFICER  PERFORMANCE  INDICES 
(ClMs*a  of  1961-6S) 


PROMOTIONS 

6 

YR. 

ONLR 

CURRENT 

ONLR 

USNAPS 

NON-USNAPS 

USNAPS 

NON-USNAPS 

USNAPS 

NON-USNAPS 

N 

13 

156 

17 

198 

14 

151 

X 

2.154 

3.128 

2.176 

2.010 

2.214 

2.020 

SD 

.387 

.390 

.809 

.800 

.893 

.796 

t 

0.23 

0. 

82 

0.66 

N  29  329  36  386  31  273 

X  2.034  3.0S4  1.921  1.995  2.065  1  974 
SO  .188  .242  .850  .813  .929  .811 
t  -0.43  -0.53  0.58 


INF( 

N  45  342  55  428 

X  2.133  2.280  1.927  2.000 

SD  .593  .571  .830  .813 

t  -1.61  -.0.62 

ENGt 

N  19  187  20  238 


X  2.105  2.209  2.150  1.962  2.000  1.995 

SD  .470  .434  .813  .813  .816  .804 

I  t  -0.98  0.99  0.02 

I 

SIGt 

(4  10  101  15  140  13  90 

X  2.200  2.029  2.067  2.050  1.846  2.067 

SD  .438  .331  .799  .825  .801  .818 

t  1.49  0.08  -0.90 


NOTE  I  All  ^'s  ar*  non-algnlf leant  at  the  .05  laval.  For  the  Proaotlona  criteria  the 
Clas7  of  1965  was  resiovedt  since  no  one  in  that  Class  had  yet  received  an  early 
or  delayed  prosntlon. 


TMK4  13 

RCSTGNATIONS  FROM  ACTIVE  DUTY 


CONNISSIONBD  NUMBER  OF  PEBCENTAGB  OF 

USNA  IN  AMiy  RBSIGMBBS  NS8IGNATIQM 


CLASS 

PBBP 

NON 

PREP 

NON 

PittP 

MON 

1951 

89 

263 

26 

64 

29.9 

26.9 

1952 

71 

323 

24 

92 

34.3 

31.8 

1953 

57 

320 

14 

113 

25.9 

37.8 

1954 

65 

380 

15 

132 

23.5 

36.8 

1955 

SO 

274 

10 

84 

20.0 

32.4 

1956 

78 

278 

IS 

63 

19.2 

24.4 

1957 

48 

358 

8 

106 

17.4 

31.1 

1958 

45 

382 

7 

109 

15.9 

30.0 

1959 

32 

413 

7 

110 

22.6 

28.6 

1960 

46 

441 

8 

131 

18.2 

30.6 

1961 

39 

433 

5 

117 

13.2 

28.4 

i.962 

46 

480 

7 

107 

15.9 

23.4 

1963* 

44 

402 

0 

86 

0.0 

20.4 

1964* 

44 

448 

0 

45 

0.0 

10.5 

ttotala 

Deceased 

754 
-  16 

738 

5,195 
-  295 

4,90D 

146 

1,359 

146/738 

19.8% 

1,359/4,900 

27.7% 

*UAsed  on  th*  US  Army  Rsqlator,  1  Jan  69  and  Reqiatar  of  Graduatas  and  FozaMr  Cadats, 
1802-1969.  30  Jun  69. 


HOTEi  Farcantagaa  baaad  upon  numbar  coanlaalonad  laaa  dacaasad.  Data  In  tabla  wara 
obtalnad  from  A.P.  DaLuca'a  1973  raport. 
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SSPAMTIQMS  FMOM  ACTIVE  DUTY 


USNK 

OAtt 

TOTAL 

GRADUATES 

(PRBPSTERS) 

TOTAL 

SEPARATIQHS 

(PRBPSTERS) 

54 

633 

(  88) 

214 

(20) 

55 

470 

(  73) 

141 

(’.6) 

56 

480 

(113) 

115 

(18) 

57 

546 

(  58) 

158 

(12) 

58 

372 

{  57) 

173 

(12) 

59 

499 

(  39) 

151 

(  7) 

60 

550 

(  51) 

187 

(12) 

61 

534 

(  41) 

171 

(  8) 

63 

601 

(  49) 

189 

(11) 

63 

504 

(  47) 

143 

(  6) 

64 

565 

(  50) 

175 

(U) 

65 

596 

(  49) 

208 

(13) 

66 

579 

(  46) 

180 

(  5) 

67 

583 

{  34) 

190 

(10) 

68 

706 

(  39) 

19 

(  0) 

TOTALS: 

8419 

(824) 

3413 

(161) 

Non-Pxap 

Prap 

7595 

834 

2252 

161 

29.7%  Saparatad 
19.3%  Saparatad 

MORi  Data  abova  vara  obtalnad  froa  L.R.  Lavy's  1973  atudy. 


MtMWiTv  VLtummu'nm  m  tnw  »am 


mrarr  doomuemtatioh  paqi 


BD1.01-7y-0ie  I 

4.  T1Tklr«4<aMt«N 

ParfQHMmc*  of  'JENAPS  Groduatos  at  USNAPS,  USNA, 
and  aa  Amy  of  fi  cars 


a  T^rac  op  ataeaT  a  amoo  coviaio 


aaaaoaMma  oaa.  ataoar  auMMa 


Dr.  Richard  P.  Butlar 


a  aiaaoawaa  eaa*aitATioa  nami  ahd  Aooatu 
Offlca  of  tha  Dlractor  of  Xnatltutlonal  Roaaarch 
Unitad  Stataa  Military  Acadany 

Watt  Point,  Maw  York  10996 _ 

•  coaTaotLiaa  epa«ct  hmsm  and  a^ku 

Sam  as  19  ataova. 


Proiact  No.  124 
«.  asaoaT  bats 

Juna  1975 
<*•  auMBsa  aAsn 


ABDamrM  aiMnnt  Am  ChMmIIIh*  oWmi)  I  «a  tSCUaiTV  CCAta.  (At  M*  NSMO 


Unitad  Statas  Military  Aeadaay 
Hast  Point,  Haw  York  10996 

%.  bik^A«6uT«oa  tTAitakaT  fJ  M«  a«pwo 

Raproduction  ol^tm  docomM^^M 
tha  SuparlntaMantJ  UnMad  Statw 


wholaj^'tll  ^'nrl  Just  hava  prior  approval  of 
MMtMxa^  AcadaavX^at  Polnt^iamllaalaM^^^ 


I  IT-  MtTMSMTIOH  AT  ATSMINT  <•(  a*  ak*!,**)  wNmS  M  SImA  1#,  It  aNM«M<  Ami  IN»,»0 


«a  HiaaLBMKNTAAV  noth 


W-  ASV  aoaoa  fCtaWm  1 1 
Ansy 
tadats 
C8EB 

Class  of  1975 
L  Gradoatas 

j.  AStTSACT  (OuNiAiA^irw 


I  (W*  W  ■twiMir  m>t  MwHa  *r  AImA  • 

Parfomanca 

USMA 

USMAPS 


N  mmiiy  mt  UtmMIr  Ar  AI»*A 


Tha  purposas  of  this  study  vara  to  Idantlfy  tha  affact  of  USMAPS  attandanca  on 
Collasia  Board  scoras  and  to  datarmlna  how  wall  USMAPS  graduataa  parfom  at  tha 
U.s.  Military  Acadasv  and  as  Amy  off  tears.  Data  wars  obtalnad  on  sMBltars  of 
USMAPS  classaa  as  far  back  as  tha  lata  1940* s  and  as  currant  as  tha  USMA  Class 
of  1975.  Rasults  Indlcatad  tha  followlngi  (1)  USMAPS  attandanca  iaprovad 
Collaga  Board  scorasi  (2)  at  USMA,  Prapstars  did  lass  wall  in  acadasdes  but  at 
I'Past  as  wall  or  taattar  than  non-Prapatars  In  laadarshlp  ratings i  (3)  Prapstars 
had  a  hl^ar  attrition  rata  than  non-Prapstars  at  USMAt  (4)  Yha  Adjutant 
Ganaral's  Input  had  a  hlghar  "succasa  rata"  than  tha  Actlva  Arwy'si  and  (5)  as 
Arwy  offlcars,  Prapstars  and  non<-Prapatars  parfonMd  agually  on  thraa  parfom- 
snea  In^^si  but  on  a  fourth,  ratantlon  on  actlva  duty,  Prapstars  had  a  hlghar 
rata. 


DB 
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